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THE COMPTROLLER GENEF.AL

| DECISION OF THE UNITED STATECES
WA THINGTON, o.C. 2 05a9H
FILE: B-190127 DATE: July 10, 1978
MATYER DF: Art Metal - U.S.A., Inc.
'DIGEST:

1. Based on review of entire record of p:ocurement
for "systems" furniture, GAC concludes that
reasonable ground exists for decision to
negotiate under "exception ten" negotjating
authority. Conclugion .takes into account
complexity of furniture, multiplicity nf prod-
uct lines, diversity of performance chac-
acteristics, and need for onsite, expert
appraisal of suitable furniture for varying nceds.

2. Although in report to Congqross GAO has expressed
views that--as matter of sound policy-~-GS& has
not been obtaining goods at lowest possible price
under multiple award contracting, GAO has never
exprecsed view that GSA was without legal authcrity
to use multiple awards so long as certain guidellnes
vere followerd Based on resiew of multiple award
contracks for systems furniture GRO concludes
guldeliines were followed.

3. GAO agrzes with GSA's view that standard furniture
is not eguivalent of systems furniture in desigp
ov use fo: all locations nothth'and*ng that one
official of GSA hos expressed conlrary views. GAD
view is prompted by general rule recognizing primary
auLh"rlty in agencles to delermine oun needs, expres-
gion of requests for deviations from standard furni-
ture i.3e, and agenciesg' juslificaticns for use cf
Bystemc furniture. .
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4. Because of conclusions reached, use of systems
furniture does not breach existing standard
furniture contracts given stated restrictions
for use of systems furniture.
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5. RFP for systems furniture permitted companies which
did not have established catalog or market prices
to comp=te. In anv event, even if some companies
are cffcciively excluded from competition because
of current product lines and marketing practices,
'circumstance does not mean thal competition was
improperly restricted since number of companies
competed.

6. GAO cannot questiun GSA's decision that pultiple-
award contracting is more cost effective than use
of individual agency contracts for systems furniture.

Art Metal - U.S.A., Inc., has protested the
.issuance of request for proponsals (RFP) No.
FEHP-M3-72098-N-9~16-77, issued by the General
Scrvices Admininstration (GSA) for "FSC Class 71:
Systems Furniture" for the period November 1, 1977
(or date of award whichever is later), through
October 31, 1978. The RFP also provided an option
period of up to 2 additional years.

The "systems furniture" involved was described
in fonr separate items in the RFP, as to which offerors
wz2re to propose brand name products, as follows:

"SYSTEM -~ In order to qualify for an
award, a sysicem shall censist of
comzonents that, when ascembled,
provide for a completce workstation,
Such a workstation shall contain all
the functional components necessary
for the perfermance of tne occupant's
duties. At a minimum this would in-
clude: Worksu:rfaces (Lo include one
at typing height); filing: storage
(Qrawor & shelving); and privacy panels.

"Basic componenls that are in direct
conflict with other items in the Federal
Supply System such as free standing desks,
run-offs, (clerical and secretarial)}, files,
bookcases, storage cabinets, etc., wili not
be acvcepted.

'

* * * * *
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"ANY GIVEN SYSTEM OF HARDWARE SHALL BE
OFFERED FOR ONLY ONE SPECIAL ITEM NUMHBER

' (ITEMS 1 THROUGH 4).

"(l} A sys:em using free standing work and
vertical storagec assemblies with inter-
locking spanner panrls,

"An office furniture system in which the
storage components and work surface units
are mounted between and are mechanically
supported by end panels. Such a system
allows for compoaent selection and ad-
justment at the time of assembly. The
compdnents-arq structurally complete sub-
assembl iés viich when grouped- and spanned
between the end pine.s form a free stand-
ing picce of furniture. These free stand-
g items when used with or without
additional panels define work station
territory and privacy.- - - - — - -~ - =

"(2) A system using interlocling panels
with suspended work surface and storage
components.

"An office furniture system that is devised
from a series of individual work stations.
The work stations consist of verticsl screcns
or panels that mechanically lock together to
establish individual work station territory
and privacy. T'e panels have provisions

such as slotter standards, integral with the
pare2le, to susjend off their face components
such as writine surfaces, storage Grawers,
bookshelves or other storage devices.- - - -
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"(3) A system using freestanding, self-
contained work and storage asscmblies.

"An office furniture systein devised from
' work stations in which the work surfaces
and storage units arc built in » _-ach
work starion making that work s.ation
a complete and single unit of furniture.
‘In doing so, the furniture forms the
dividing walls and thus defines in-
dividual work station territory and
privacy.- = - - = - B - - -

"(4) A system utilizing modular equipment
combined with freestanding or inter-
Jocking panels.

"An office Ffurniture system in which
storage units such as files, bookshelves,
aud cabinets and work surfaces asuch as
desks and credenzas are freestanding and
individual picces of furniture. These
individual piceces are placed within free-
standing partitions or partitions that
mechanically fasten to each other, but
not to the pieces contained within, to
define individual work station territory
ard privacy.- - - - - - —- ~ =~ = - - - "

Prospevtive cfferors were informed that "award
fwould) be made on an item by item basis." Offcrors
were further informed:

"The Government may make multiple awards

for the articles or services listed here-

in to those rusponsible offerors whose offers,

confcerming to the reguest for proposal,

will be most advantageous to the Government,

taking into consideration the multiplicity

and complexity of equipment of vdrious

manufacturers and the clifferences in
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performances required to accomplish - pro-

duce required end results, prod. *7 J
distributinn facilities, prices, . ¥ . ace
with delivery requirements, and othc L=

tinent factors. Offerors are advised thal
ordering agencies will be subject to the
‘ foliowing instructions:

"'ifhere orders are placed at other
than the lowest delivered price uveil-
able for the type of article or scrvice
required, the ordering agencies zhall
justify such orders as provided in the
Federal Property Management Regulations
(41 CFR 101-26,408)."'"

GSA was Lo judge Lhe "performance diff - :ncex,"
"multiplicity and complexity of equipment," facvilities,
prices, and "other pertinent facrors" from offe.ors'
"catalogs and pricelists"* for th brand name products
offered for items 1 through 4. 7Jhese catialogs and
pricelists were to be made part of Lhe submilted
proposals.

. The RFP shows that the solicitation was negoli-
ated under authority of 41 U.S8.C. § 252(c)(10)
(1970), which provides that contraclts may be negotiated
by the agency head (in this case the Administrator
of GSA) "for properly or services for which it is
impracticablce Lo secure competition.” The Admin-
istrator's power, in this particular case, was
exercised, under authority of 41 U.S.C. § 257(a)
(1970), by four individuals, namely:

(1) The Chief, Procurement Branch, Household
Furniture Division, National Furniture
Center.

(2) The Director, Household Furniture Center,
National Furniture Center,

* The RFP also provided Lhat if{ quoled prices were
not based on "established catalog or market prices”
offereors were to submit cost or pricing data.
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{3) The Director, National Furniture Center.

(4) The Chief, Technical Support Branch.

According to the mandate in Federal Procurement
Regulations (FPR) § 1-3.210(b) (1964 ed. circ. 1)
(concerning limitations on the authority described
in 41 U.S8.C. § 252{(c)(10)) & determination and find-
ings (D&F) justifying use of the authnrity was pre-
par~d. The D&T reads:

"In accordance with Section 302(c)

(10) of the Federal Property and Admin-
istration Services Act of 1949, 63 Stat.
393, as amendeG (41 U.S.C. 252), I here-
'y nmake the following findings in regard
to the procurement of office systems
furniture under a controlled nonstores
term contract. A more dectailed defini-
tion of the items to be procured is set
forth in Attachment I.

"The Federal Supply Service has no existing
indefinite quantity contracts for Systems
Fuorpiture. At the present time, each agency
with justifiable reqguirements for System
Furniture is executing its own procurecinent.

"liany agen.ies have cypressed the desire

to have this type of furniturce available
from GSA. A large number of requests for
waiver have been reccived in support of the
use of Systems Furniture.

“The primary use of Systems Furniture

is for open plan projects where space
planning prohlems exist, flexibility is
of great concern, energy conservation
through task lightino is desired, or any
of the other considerations that make a
furniture system both necessary and
desirahle are present. Such consider-
ations sometimes cannot be adequately
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satisfied by the existing conventional
furniture in FSS's Supply Systenm.

"In agreement finalized on July 7, 1977,

by the Commissioner of F5S and the Commissioner
of PBS, a rational, logical approach for
introducing Systems Furniture to the

Federal Goverrnment under controlled

conditions was outlined. A copy of

this agreement is set forth as Attach-

ment TI.

"No Federal Specification currently
exists for possible use in the compet-
itive procurement of Systems Furniture.

"There are extensive differences belweaen

the numerous furniture systems presenily

on the commzrcial market: such as decian,
construction, dimensions, and functilonal
capability. In view of thesc disgimilaritices,
develomment of any type of Federal Specifica-
tion(s) for use in competiiive procurewment can-~
Lot be foreseen at Lhis time.

"Control over this program will be effected

by restricting authorization for placing orders
against existing contracts to the Nalional
Furniture Center and/or one supporting rec-
gional procurement office.

"The first two years of this program will be
used to develop a data base on cost, utility,
and applications [for Systems Furniture that
can be used in the refinement of the pro-
gram.

"It is emphasized that Systems Furniture

is not considered suitable or necessary

for all open planning uses. Conventional
office furniture will continue to be avail-
able from the FSS Stores Stock Program and
from Federal Supply Schedule contracts,
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"Under the above circumstances the nmultiple
award concepl appears to be the most economical
and logical means of entering into indefinite

) quentity contracts with the firms thot are
interested in supplying their commer.:: .1
furniture system{s) to the Governmeni .ind
are willing to participate in this limited
and conirolled program.

“"Upon the basis of the foregoing findiugs,
hereby make the-{following determin- cion:

"it is impractical, within the purview of
Section 302(c)(10) of the Federal Property
and Administrative Services Act of. 1449,
63 Stat. 393, as amendcd, to secure comn-
petition by means of formal adverlising
for Systems Furniture.

"Multiple Awaxd contracts for the items
mentioned above may be negotiated by
authorized contracting officers of Federal
Supply Service."

The "raltional, logical approach for introducing
systems furniture Lo the Federal Guvernment under con-
trolled conditions” referenced in Lthe D&F has been briefly
described by the Dircctor of the National Furniturc Centes:
as followvs:

"The systems furniture program was developed
in ordoer to study the performance of various
furniture systems in the Federal Government
undeyr conltrolled conditions. Only GSA will
be authorized to place orders, therefore
removing significant lacitude from agencies
desiring Lo use systems furniture. Prior

to the eccewviance of any project, and the
ordering of furniture components by FFSS/
PBS, juslification for the use of systems
furniture, in lieu of 'standard furniture'
will be required from Lhe agency seeking
systems furniture. At such time as a
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project is approved, an agrcement will be
drawn up belween FSS/PBS and the using
agency. The intention of cach project will
be to gain some advantagc(s), e.g., space
savings, energy savings, flexibility, etc.,
that cannot be realized by using standard
furniture. It is anticipated thal such

+ advantages will ultimately be translatable
into dollar savings for the Government,
The expccted advantages will be weighted
against any projected disadvantages."

GROUKRDS OF PROTEST

(1) 6SA's legal rationale for negoutiating the require-
ment is erroncous because the raltionale ic founded on &n
incorrect standard. Countrary to GSA's position, the mer.
impracticability of drafiling alcquate specificaltions is :ot
enough to jusLify negotiation under the cited statutory
provision; rather, an agency must show under avplicable
requlation and GAO precedent thal it is impossible to draft
adequate specifications before justifying negotiation. The
mere fact taal present systems furniture products differ
does not justaify the conclusion that it ic impossible--houw-
ever difficult and inconvenient it might be-~to draft speci-
fications adevuate for advertising requirements of svstems
funiture. GSA could draft systenms furniturc specifications
requiring that manufacturers' products be interchangqeable
to eliminate one of the provlems GSh foresees in drafling
specifications. GSA adopted this approach in the svecifi-
cation involved in Boston Pneumatics, Inc., B-165000,
May 27, 1976, 76-1 CPD 345,

(2) The pruposed "mulliple award" schemz of the RFP
is improper because: {a) the scheme inveolves sole-source
negotiation which is not justifird hecausv there are nu-
merous existing sources for the components of systems
furniture; (b) systems furniture is not compaltible with
standard furniture or systems furniture made by other
companies--thus making the original systems contrector a
sole source for replacement items; (c) multiple award
contracting prevents the Government from realizing the
"cost savings inherest in volume purchases of individual
items based on rull and free competition"; and (d) mul-
tiple~award cantracting is improper where, as here,
specifications for standard furniture are available.
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(3) The RFP disregards existing Federal Supply
Service reqguirements contracts for standard furniture
the components of which constitute "systems furniture."
Morecower, systems furniture exceeds agencies'

"mininam quality” funclional needs for office furni-
ture. All funclional needs can be satisfied Lhrough
the vuse of standard farniture. PFurther, as to GSA's
reasoning that "flexibility" and “energy conservation
throuch task lighting show that standard furniture

is not the came as svstems furniture, nothing could

be more flexible Lhan compatible and interchangeable
standard furniture components. On the other hand,
since systems furniture is nol interchangeebhle through-
oul the industry, by definition it is not flexible.

Tt 2t standard furni'.ure can satisfy all uses
planned for systems furniture is shown in a GSA memo
obtained by Art tietal, 7The memo, preparzed by the
hssistant Commissioner for Standards and Qualf-y
Control, rederal Supply Service, reads:

"+ 4 % the function for whick the property
is required can pe satisfied, in this
instance, throvgh the use of standard
furniture presently in our system."

GSn admits that only "sometimes" does standard
furniture not meet the Governmenl's nceds-~thereby
implying that stondard furniture normally does
satisfy thesc needs. The facl that standarvd fuvtniturse
can meet governmental needs is shown by tbe solicitacion's
description of item 4, namely: "individual nicces"
such ac files, cabinels, work surfeaces and desks which
are to be placed within freestanding partitions but
are not Lo be attached to the partitions. The only
missing clemenl is thalt the standard components would
not come from the same menufaclurer and could not,
Lherefore, be considered "systems" furniture.

{4) The RFP improperly restricls offerors to those
concerns with estallished comrerclal cdatalogc which have
a history of substartial szles to the general public
thereby excluding concerns like Art tiotal whose sales
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wave been primarily to the Government for individual
items of standard furniturce rather Lhan complete producl
linuvs of systoenm:s furniture.

(5} If a justifiable necd exists for systems
furniture, the agenecy concerned may requesc a vaiver
from GEA,

GSA_RESPONSES

(1) GS% has negoliated the zoliciltation under
authority of 41 U.8.C., § 252(c)(10) which allovus
negotiation "for property or scrvices for which it
is impracticable Lo sccure competitLion." fThe aulhority
properiy may be invoked in the circomstances which
are illustrated In PR § 1-3.210(a)(J))~{15). ¥For Lhis
procuromer t the circumstaznce justifying necotiation
is descrined in paragraph 13, namely: "[Wlhen it is
impossible te draft for »n invitation for hids adeguat-
specifications or any cther adegualely detailed deserip-
tion of the required property cr scrvices."

1t is impuacticable Lo develop a specification
for sysitems furniture since manufectercrs' product lines
generally are not intezrchangeable. 1f GSA vere Lo
ensure interchangeability, Lhe resulting speci”ication
wor:.1d likely be limited Lo only one, if any, of the
furniture systems ‘existing on the commercial marhet.
On the other hand, a sperification wvitten broadly enough
to encompass a large numbesr of different sysiems would
reduce siqgnificantly the possibility of product inter-
changeability.

Furthermore, in B-121925, B-122682, February 7,
1956, in an analogqgous sitdation, GAO approved the negotia-
tion of multiple-award contracts for office
ejquipment. The cited decision reads (at page 6):

"We undeirstand, however, that the meltiplicity
and complexily of ecuipment offeved by various
manufacturcers, such as in Lhe office ecquipment
field, is so great, and the di{ferences in per-
formance characteristics so0 d Cficull of appraisal,
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as tc require an expert survey tu deltermine
which individual machine or line is best adapted
to meet the requirement of the Gevernment in
any parlicular situation. In these circumstances,
‘ we agree with the conclusion of your agency that
the drafting of specifications sufficiently de-
tailed to differentiate between the various
items and lines is lunpoussible from a practical
slandpoint, and that the only feasible way of
fully providing for the needs of all Govern-
mentL agencies through the supply schedule is
Lo negoliate a sewncrate contract for each manu-
facturer's cquipment, * * *0 :

' {2) The multiple-award scheme used here is
- appropriate. GAO has approved the scheme in
B~121926, B-122682, supra,

(3) Systems furniture dJoes rnot exceed agencies’
minimum needs since it is capable of meeting certalin
needs-~that is, “epen space" planning projecls—-that
cannolt be mel by standard furniture. 'To show "open
space" planning needs di.ier among agencices, it is noted
that the Department of lealth, Education, and Welfare
(HEV) prefers work surface and storage component
adjustability withoul task lighting while the
Department of Housing and Urban Developmant has
identified task and ambient lichting as essential with-
oul the need for component adjustebility. The nunber
of procurements made hy agcencies for systemn furnilure--
with or without GSA approval--shews that there are
functlions or reguirements not adeguately salisfied
by standard furniture.

ioreover, 5SA will ensure that ordering agencies'
needs can only bLe met through nonstandard furniture
by reviewing cach proposced order under the syslens
furniture contracts. GiA will make sure Lhat the uring
agency will gqain some advantage(s), for cxanple, spaco
savings, encrgy savings, and [lexibility, that cannol
be met by standard furnilure. For example, "open spaoce"
offices requive individual work stations which pro-
vide privacy within a wall-free space and which can




B-190127 ' 13

accommcdate special needs for built-in lighting. Thus,
over a 2-year period GSA will evaluate the desirability
of systems furniture and will try to minimize sole-
source application by using more than one system in

‘a given office. Finally, “he solicitation expressly

provides t*et basic furniture components in conflict
with standarad furniture of the Federal Supply Schedule
will ot be accepted.

(4) Offerors can submit cost data to substitute
for prices in commercial catalogs. Moreover, several
companies submitlted proposale in responsc to the
solicitation showing that competition was not improperly
restricted.

(5) The waiver syctem for processing systems furni-
ture requests hag not alwayc resulted in cost savings
to the Sovernment; the current solicitation will ensure
savings.,

ANALYSIS

(8ireccted to the above-numbered issucs)

{l1) In B-121926, B~]°2682, supra, we specifically
recognized the practical impossi h‘]lty of dArafling
specifications for the office equipment product line,
recognizing the multiplicity, complexity, &nd peor-
forman-e characteristics of the ofifered equipment,
and the neced for expert appraisal as to the suitability
of use of a given product for a given location.

It. is implicit i, GSA's reliance on the cited case

that it views the multiplicity uand complexity of
systems furniture as similarly constituting a practical
present bar to develop adequate spezificei:ions.

Recognizing that the complexity of supplies or
services does not per sc bar tie use. of formal ad-
vertising (Sorbus, lnc., B-163942, July 12, 1876, 76-2
CPD 3)), we have, at the same time, not objected to
a negotiation decision under the s.atvtory exception
involved here "where any reasonable ground for the

’
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determination exists." Informaiics, Inc., B-190203,

March 20, 1978, 78-1 CpPD 215; 41 Comp. Gen. 484, 492 (1962).

Based on our review of the entire record we rust conclude
that, under ‘he present circumstances, a reasonable
ground exists for the decision to negotiate.

There is no questicn that the individual product
lines of systems furniture offered by manufacturers
differ as to the critical considerations of complexity,
pexformence charactoristics, and multiplicity. Although
the presuvice of complezity doves not necessarily justify
a conclusion thalt it is impossible to draft specifications,
complexily coupled with multiplicity of product lines,
diversity oY performance characteristics and the need
for on-site, expert appraisal of suitable scystems for
varyiug product needs, dovs reasovnahly support the deter-
mination arrived alt by GSA. 1/ Thus, a mandated specifi-~
cation reguirement for "interchangeability” is not
a practical cure at the present time for the problems
relalted Lo the complicated product linces involved here.
Contrast Roston Pneumatics, TIne., supra.

(2) Although in a report 2/ to the Congress we
have recently expressed views Lhat--—an a matter of
sound policy--G3h was not ohLaining guods at the lowest
possible price under multiple~award contracting,
we have never expressed the view Lhat GSA was with-
oul legal authority to employ this methoud of con- .
Lracting su long as certain quidelines were follovad.
As we stated in B-121626, B-122682, supra, at page 7:

"I1f such [inultiple-~award) contracts
are rno drafted as to make it clear rhat
the Governwent's obligation to es~, con-
tractor is to purchase under the contract
such of the products of the particular
make as may be required during the period
of the contract, we batieve thal such
'sole source' contracts would be valid
and proper, cven though other contracts
shonld be contomporaneously in effect

I/ e fect thal whe GGA official has taken issue
with the final G8aA pousition on this ané olher related
lesues does not per se refule Lhe GSA rationale.

2/ "“Federal Supply Scervice Nol Buying Goods at
Lowest Possible Price," Mareh 4, 1977, PSAD-77-69,
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10: other equipment of the same general
type., It should also be made clear bnth
to the contractors and to the puxcha51ng
agencies that the choice between 51m11ar_
items of the several lines would be made

'y the Government on the basis of admin-
istrative dvtermination as to the one pest
suited to the particular necds of the agency.
The agencies should be put on notice by
approprilate ovrovisions in each schedule
that where the *oqu1rements in any in-
stance would bé substantlally mel by

more than one make of equipment the

choice would be guverned by price, and
that they should be prepared to furnish
proper justification for any purchase made
of such equipment at other than the lowvest
price available. Ahlso we fcel that, for
the purpose of obtaining full and fret
competition for the Gouvernment as reguired,
bidders should he advised of this instruction
in connectior with each invitation."

Any contract awarded under the subjeclt RFP
would be a "sole source"* contract Ifor a
particular product line of systems furniture.
The RFP also incorporated by reference "41 CFR 101-
26.408" [mvltiple~award contreacts) which provides (at
paragraph - 2):

* Although nmultiple-award contracts are "sole-source"
for the particular product line involved in the contract,
to the extent GSA obtains competition under the RFP for
the several sole-source contracts awerded, elemenits of
compeltitive negotiation are also present. For example,
we understand several concerns commonly cowpete for
multiple-award contracta and, suv fav as price is con-
cerned, a “"benchmark" pricing technique is vsed in
which some offerced prices are rejectéd as too high.,

As Lo possible "sole-source" effects resulting after
avard, we approve GSA's stated intent to lessen these
effects through use of more than one systems contract
for given installation,

»
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"BEach purchase * * * from a
multiple-award schedule * * * ghall
be made at the lowest delivered price
* % * ypless the agency fully justifies
' the purchase of a higher priced item."

Thus, GSA's practice in this procurement conforms
with the guidelines for multiple-~award contracting
in the cited decisions. Consequently, we musl
reject Art Metal's objections against the propriety
of this form of contracting,

(3) For the reasons stoted in GSA's response to
the protest, we do nolt agree that standard furniture
is the equivalent of systems furniture in design or
use for all locations notwithstanding that a GSA official
has expressed opinion to the contrary. Our conclusion is
supported, in part, by GSh'z recital of the number of
requesls for deviations from use of standard furniture.
Concerning item 4~--the description of which Art Metal
considers to involve standard furnilure only--GSA in-
forms us thal Lhrec offers received for the 1tem were
rejected because they described standard furniture.
Furtheyr. GSA apperently intends not Lo use this item
description in foture solicitations for systems furni-
ture. Assuming the validity of Art Metal's objecltion
againsl this item, GSA has, therefore, implicitly agreced
with the objection. This implicit accepltance, however,
does not affeclt our view concerning the propriety of
Ehe other item descriptions which are independuent of

tem 4.

As to the argument that systems furniture
excecds agencies' reasonable needs, we do not agree.
Based on review of the entire record and noting GSA's
erprossced intent of reviewing agencies' proposed use
of sysilems furniture, there scems to be adeguale support
for the proposition that some agenciles' needs are not
overstated when expressed through systems furniture .
giving duc weight Lo Lhe well-established position that :
agencies' nceeds are primarily for delermination by
Lhe agencies Lthowselves. Emerson Rlectric Company, B-187986,
June 7, 1977, 717-1 CPD 404.
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Because of our conclusion, we do not agree that
the first three item descriptions of the RFP dis-
regard rxisting standard furniture contracts as
suggested by Azt Metal given GSA's stated restrictions
for use of systems furniture.

(4) We agree with G3A that the RFP permits
companics which do not have cstablished catalog or
market prices to compete by submitting a description
of the offered products with appropriate cost data.
Bven if som2 companies are cffectively excluded
frowr competition because of current product lines
and marketing practices, this circumstance does not

_irean that competiticn was improperly restricted if

a number of companies, as here, have submitted pro-
posals. Sce Idaho Forest Indusiries, Inc.,
B-189676, Deccember 27, 1977, 77-2 CPD 5C4.

(5) We cannot quesiion GSA's decision that the
waiver system for individual agency conitracis for systems
furniture is not cost effecitive when compared to muliiple-
award contracting.

In light of our conclusions, Ari Metal's objectlons
to GSA's decision to awardt nntwithstanding the pendency
of its protest are rendered academic. See lLoughman,
B-187148, December 15, 1976, 76--2 CPD 484, °

Although we have agreed with GSA's views that
under Lthe present circumsitances it is practicall)
impossible to dr Et specifications for formal adver-
tising, it may well be possible for GSA to drafy
specifications afrer the "data base" on this furni-
ture is compiled 2 yvars from nouw, The specifications
so drafted might describe more than one line of systems
furniture so as to take into accoun® varying agenices!
needs as well as needs for interchangeable furniture.

We are therefore recommending to GSA that one of
the goals of the next 2 years' program also be tho
gathering uf data sufficlent to eventually enable
the drafiting of specifications suitable for adver-
tising procurements of this furniturc.

e~
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Protest denied.

//f,
4 A‘- 1'510\,,

Deputy Comptroller General
of the United States
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